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CalFed Bay-Defta Pragram

Atin: Rick Breitenbach

1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155

Sacramento, CA_ 95814

Subject: Comments on the Revised Draft Program Environmental impact Statement
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the CalFed Bay-Delta Program,

Dear Mr. Breitenbach:

This letter is to respond to the Revised Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR for the CaiFed Bay-Delta
Program. The issues discussed in the EIS/EIR will profoundly affect the futura of Yolo County and
deserve a thoughtful and comprehensive review. Such deliberations wers frusirated, however, by
the axtramely namow review period that limited comments on a 15-voiums, 2,500 page document
to a mere 45 days. It is difficult {0 accept the prcmise of achieving "broad public acceptance® of
solutions, as eepoused in CaiFed's mission statement, when CalFed has intentionally restricted
the opportunity for analysis. This program will detarmine much of Califomia’s economic and
environmental heaith over the next three decades. The complicated proposals included in the
Bay-Delta Program require much more time to evaluate and confer with other affectad parties
than was allowed. We sincerely hope that the abrupt timeframe permitted for comments on the
EISEIR is not indicalive of CalFed's general aftitudes towards those of us in the public who will
bear the brunt of proposed policies.

The Board of Supervisors is deeply committed to the well-being of the Bay-Deita regicn and its
tributaries. After all, the Sacramento River and Yolo Bypass form qur easlernt border and we are
traversed by major tributaries such as Putah Creek, Cache Creek, the Colusa Drain, and the
Knights Landing Ridge Cut. Similarly, most of the southem portion of the County lies within the
legal boundaries of the Delta region. Yolo County has closely followed the progress of CalFed
and supports the general goals to improve environmenrtal heaith, secure water supplies, enhance
water quality. and strengthen Delta levees. However, we have grave concems about the serious
consequences resulting from the Bay-Delta Program in its present form. The following comments
detail our objections.

Agricultural Land Use

Yolo County has iong supported efforts to expand habitat opporntunites and to integrate
agriculture with the needs of wiidlife. The Yolo Basin Foundation, Willow Slough Management
1
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Plan, and Cache Creek Resources Managament Plan are al! excellent examples of programs
that have successfully balanced agricultural and natural resources. However, the County does
not support the scale and intensity of the programs currently being proposed by CalFad.

Over 34,000 acres of farmiand in the Sacramerto Valley could be converted to habitat and water
storage uses by the Bay-Nelta Program (EIS/EIR: pp. 7.1-21 and 22). Habitat, water storage.
setback levees, and transfer facilities may convert another 167,000 acres of farmiand in the Delta
(EIS/EIR: pp. 7.1-8, -17, -20, 26; and 7.2-13). Over the next thirty yaars, it is estimated that the
maximum forseeable loss of important farmland (as defined by the California Department of
Conservation) dua to Implementation of the Bay-Deila Program is 243,000 acres (EISVEIR: p. 7.1~
29), or 8,100 acres per year on average. In comparison, the EIS/EIR anticipates that
approximately one million acres of farmiand will be converted to urban development by 2040
(EIS/EIR: p. 7.1-29), or 25,000 acres per year. However, while conferences and newspaper
articles regularly decry urban spraw! and its effects on the mest productive farm region in the
nation, ittle is said about the similarly profound impacts of CaiFed on the future of agriculture in
Califomnia.

The Bay-Delta Program will convert one acre of farmiand for every three acres developed by atl
cities and countles within the study area combined. Together, urban developiment and the CatFed
Program will convert 14.5 percant of the 6,834,600 acres of important farmland within the Central
Valley to ncn-agricultural uses by 2030. The cumulative impacts of these agricultural losses
cannot be understated and demand serious and agaressive mitigation strategies to ensure the
continued viability of California farmers.

Numerous mitigation strategies are proposed to partially reduce the unavoidable adverse
impacts associated with permanent agriculturel conversion resulting from the Bay-Delta
Program, (EIS/EIR: pp. 7.1-2 and -3). Proposals to support the Agricultural Land Stewardship
Program, restore existing degraded habitat before converting agricuitural land, develop new
habitat on public lands before acquiring private farmland, and include provisions In floodplain
restoration areas for compatible agricultural practices are all gcod ideas, but they do not go far
enough. More must be done to protect our increasingly limited supply of productive farmland.
We strongly urge CalFed to adopt additional mitigation measuras, including:

1. Require one acre of farmland be placed into a permanent agricultural conservation
sasement for each acre of farmland converted to non-agricultural uacs. As a mecasure
of its commitment to praserving the agricultural industry, Yoio County is in the process
of adopting an ordinance to require such a 1:1 offset for all agricultural conversion wilhin
the county and believes that similar requirements are needed to protect the long-term
interests of agriculture.

2. Set aside portions of new water developed through storage and conjunctive use Jor the
oxpansion of agriculture in previously underdeveloped areas. Soma land that is
currently being used for grazing and cover crops may be suitable for viticulture and/or
orchards if additional water suppliea werc madc available.
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3. Direct the conversion of agricultural land to areas where scil quaiity is poorer. Habitat
should be placed on lands that do not contain prime soils, which should be preserved for
strictly agricultural activities.

4 Whare the agricuitural conversion of prime farmiand is unavoidable, remove the upper
s0oil laysr and use it to augment non-prime agricultural lands Wetlands and other
habitats do not require Class 1 and 2 soils. However, these valuabie resources can be
transplanted to nearby agricuttural fielde and mixed in with native soil iayers to
subatantiaily improve their productive capacity.

It shoukd be noted that even with the inclusion of these mitigation measures, the staggering loss of
agricultural land proposed under the CalFed Pregram will be significant, unavoidable and adverse.

Yolo County has a long history of actively supperting and preserving its agricultural heritage and is
deaply concamed about the future viahility of agricuiture in the Delta and Sacramento Valley
regions. CalFed advocates an adaptive management approach that emphasizes public
involvement. We strongly urge CalFed to begin a sustained and honest dialogue with local -
govemment and cther affectad parties to develop specific smplementatlon strategies that ensure a
place for farming in California's future.

Agricultural Ecanomi ial 1ssu

Given the scale of agricultural conversion, it is not surprising that the impacts to rural counties
are expected to be dire under the Bay-Delta Program. in general, the conversion of farmland ie
axpacted to result in a gross annual revenue loss to the agricultural industry of $500 to $2,000
per acre. In the Delta, total gross revenue losses resulting from the CalFed Program are
expected to total $82 to $243 million annually (EIS/EIR: pp. 7.2-12, -13, and -14). This
represents between 14 and 41 percent of the totat value of agricultural products grown in the
Delta each year. Similarly, the Bay-Delta Program is estimated fo reduce total gross ravenue
iosses in the Sacramento Valley by $48 to $83 miillion (EIS/EIR: pp. 7.2-15 and -16). This
represents between 1 and 4 percent of the total annual value of agricultural products grown in
the Sacramento Valley. Ancther $22 to $65 million in annual crop revenue losses are expected
in the San Joaguin Valley (EIS/EIR: p. 7.2-18}.

Based on the aforementioned numbers, it appears lhat CalFed is proposing to devastate the
Central Valley's agricultural industry, reducing annual revenues by $153 to $390 million a year.
The total costs to farmers over the thirty-year life of the Bay-Delta Program could run as high as
$11.7 billion. This decision will have long-lasting impacts to agriculturally dependent
jurisdictions such as Yolo County. ironically, this blow comes at a time of economic growth for
the Delta and Sacramento Valleys, after suffering fram many years of aconamic recession.

These revenue lossas will resuit in the estimated loss of nearly 25,000 jobe in the Delta and

Sacramento regions (EIS/EIR: pp. 7.10-9; and 7.3-13 through -16). The majority of losses will

likely occur in the agricultural industry, where the total fanmworker labor furce in bolh segions

was only 17,000 in 1990 (EIS/EIR: p. 7.3-7). Job losses will primarily fai on the most

vuinerable members of our community, many of whom aiready belong ta househoids with

incomes below the poverty tine. Farm income may decline and the number of farmers may be
ol
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reduced (EIS/EIR: p. 7.3-13). Even mere unbelievable is the fact (hal this economic
devastation is the result of delicerate government policy, funded by the taxpayers who are
being asked to accepl this painful burden.

In addion to the complete conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses, CaiFed has Included
programs to "cooperatively manage” between 151,000 and 186,000 acres of agricultural land to
enhance wildlife benefits in the Colusa and Deita Management Zones (Ecosystem Restoration
Program Plan: pp. 88, 236, and 237). Proposed management practiccs include the following:

1. Increase the area of Delta com flelds and pastures flooded in the winter and spring to
provide high-quality foraging habitat for wintering and migrating waterfowl and
“shorsbirds and associsted wildife.

2. Periodicaily flood pasture from October through March in portions of the Delta relatively
free of human disturbance to create suitable roosting habitat for wintering grester
sandhill crane, and for other wintering sandhill crane subspecias,

3. Create permanent of semipermanent ponds in Delta farm areas that provide suitable
waterfow! nesting habilat but lack suitable brooding habltat, to increase resident
dabbling duck production.

4, Increase the area of rice fields and other crop lands flooded in winter and spring to
provide high-quality foraging habitat for wintering and migrating waterfowl and
shorebirds and associatad wildlife.

5. Convert agricutural lands in the Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone from crop
types of low forage value for wintering waterfowl and other wildlife to crop types of
grealen forage vatue. .

B. Defer fali tillage on rice fields in the Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone 1o
increase the forage for wintering waterfowl and associated wildlife.

7. Rediica the adverse effects of herbicides, pesticides, fumigants, and other agents that
are toxic to fish and wildlife in the Colusa Basin Ecological Management Zone. Work
with the local agricuitural intarests and water districts to implement and evalualv a
contaminant effects study.

The EIS/EIR locks only at the impact of farmiand conversion and fails to intiude analysis of the
effects that theas management practices will have on agriculture, Although these lands will not
be permanently converted to nonagricultural uses, the proposed management practices will
result in reduced crop yields, which will decrease economic multiplier effects for the local
economy. |f fewer crops are grown or if a portion of the harvest is eaten by wildiife instead of
sold, there will be less for local facilities to process. The impacts of agricultural management
practices on the local economy and society should be cvaluated in the Final EIIR/EIS.

Numerous strategiss are propused to afleviate the impacts to agricuiture created by the Bay- -
Delta Program. These inciude: fair market value for crops and land acquired: financial
4
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assistance lo growera for increasing agricultural production using less water and higher vaiue
crops; scheduling construction activities to allow current crops to be harvested prior to
conversion; adoption of stronger tax and other incentives for long-term agricultural zoning; and
support for growers interested in implementing value-added programs, such as hunting and
birdwatching (EIS/EIR, p. 7.2-12).

Although financial assistance to farmers to improve crop production would be helpful in partially
relieving prejected impacts to the agricultural economy, many of the other proposed mitigation
measures ara pocry cenceived. Fair market value payments are already mandated by state
and federal law. Schedufing construction activilies (o allow an additional harvest provides cne-
tima benefits oniy and does nothing to reduce the permanent loss of productive capacity.
Finally, stronger Zorung and tax incentives are subject to changing politics and economics and
are not as effective as permanent conservation easements. Instead, stronger and more
sffective mitigation measures are required, such as:

1. Increased subvention funding and proparty tax cost sharing, so that counties can
adequately fund the maintenance of rural infrastructure which farmers depend upon,
such as roads, drainage facilities, and flood control.

2. Legisiation and funding for rural development zones, to pay for the provision of the
infrastructure needed to attract agricultural processing industries and increase the value
of local commodities.

The environmental analysis states that the substantial convargion of agricultural fand in the
Delta Region could shift some production to desert areas in southern California, such as the
Imperial Valley (EIS/EIR, p. 7.2-22), 1 also suggests that while farmland could Le taken out of
production in the Delta, agricultural acreage may increase in the San Francisco Bay region
(EISEIR: p. 7.14-9). Meanwhlle, the Bay-Delta Program may generate improvements in water
quality, supply, and reliability in the San Joaquin Valley that could allow additional agricuitural
land to be developed and a shift to higher value crops. Further, these benefits could resuit in
urban population and economic growth in the San Joaquin Valley (EIS/EIR: p. 3-4), lronically,
this would occur at the same time that the tens of thousands are scheduled to become
unemplaoyad in the Delta and Sacramento regions.

Call"ed appears to be taking & dangercus gamble wilh local economies, hurting thousands of
families and business owners in the process. It is reckless to advocate the less of 25,000 jobs,
primarlly in rural areas where unemployment ievels have long been difficult to reduce. In
addition, the above measures do not guarantee sufficiant funds to local governmants that will
cffset the tremendous costs assaciated with the CalFed experiment. Counties have been glven
the challenging responsibility for moving people from wealfara into the workforce. The layoffs
and loss of farm income projected in the EIS/EIR will greatly increase the demand for local work
prograrns, thus straining our already limited financial resources. Statc rcvenue transfers are
not an adequate substitute for a vigorous and thriving local market economy.



SEP-23-1323 13117 FREOM (DL CD RD OCF SUPURS TQ 313166539981 P.g6

)33

ncultural Social lgsues

The previcus secticn delailed widespread economic disruption in the rural areas of the Delta
and Sacramentc Valley, as policies from the CalFed Program are implemented. Severe
economic and social impacts could particularly harm minority communities, especially Hispanics
who make up the majority of farmworkers in the affected areas. These impacts include the loss
of agricultural jobs, relocation of homaowners from habitat restoration areas, reduced
groundwater supplies, and the displacement of low-income housing (EIS/EIR: p. 7.14 11).
Expected benefits to mincrity communities inciude improved surface water supplies, flocd
protection, botter water quality, increased recreational employment, and improved hunting and
fishing that may suppiement diets (EIS/EIR: p. 7.14-12).

Inexplicably, the EIS/EIR states that the benefits of the Bay-Delta Program generally outweigh
the short-term adverse effects. Consequently, the analysis concludes that the CaiFed Program
will not result in any unavoidable adverse effects relatec to environmantal justice (EIS/EIR: p. 7-
14-12). The County doea not agres with this conclusion. It is exceedingly abstract to argue
that most families would prefer a better environment and recreational opportunities to having a
job and a home. Apparently, greater efforts ar= needad by CalFed to listen to the needs of
minority communities.

Measures are proposed to alleviate the adverse social effects cause by the economic

dislocation associatad within the CaiFed Program (EIR/EIS: pp. 7.3-13 through -15). Thesa
include:

1. Support local governments and workers faced with increased demand for social services
resulling from labor displacement;

2. Suppuit training and educational opportunities, Job referral and placement services, and
job retraining for unemployed individuals to reenter the woridorce;

3. include ctauses in restoration and censtruction contracts that require use of the local
workforce to the extent possible.

4, Provide opportunities for alternative industries to develop, such as recreation.

5. Support limitations on the amount of acreage that can be fallowed in a given area.

Rural areas in the Sacramento Valley that are stifl dependant upon agriculture, such as Yolo
County, will suffer a disproportionate economic impact as a result of CalFed policies.
Approximately 7.5% of the local labor force depend upon agricuiture. QOverall, farm production
and associated activities account for about 18% of total gross revenues. A UC-Davis study of
the affects of the 1991 water banking program estimated that the transfer of 151,000 acre-fest
from Yolo County reduced farm income 5% and increased agricultural unemployment 4.7%. It
is likely that the conscquences of CalFed will be far greater than the comparatively less
ambitious water bank program. State and federal financial assistance to address these
impacts must be suflicien! (v adidress the sgecific needs of each jurisdiction throughout as each
phase of the Bay-Delta Program is implemented and should not be considered a one-ime fix .
6



SEP-ZT-1333 L30T FRPGM (OLO C2 BD OF 3LPVRS T3 319156539981 P.@7

While Yolo County ie already promating a tourist and rcereation industry, through its Cconomic
Development Program, it is unrealistic to expect that one segment of the economy can replace
the losses expected lo uciw i agiiculture as a result of the CalFed Program. Finally, the

County must go on record once again to state that the concept of faliowing as a means o
increasa the supply of water available for transfer cannot be supported in any form.

The environmental analysis estimates that restructuring may resuit in a higher demand for
social services, increased crime, and loss of local small businesses (EIS/EIR: p. 7.3-13). These
are unacceptable social consequences for our communities and small towns, many of which
are aiready atruggling to remain economically viable. The Bay-Deita Program will have
profound and potentially dire consequences for the future quality of life in Yolo Ccunty. The
redistributon of jobs and wealth from the Delta and Sacrament Vallay 1o other regions ot
California will be largely paid for by those who are least able to afford it. It is critical that policies
be reexamined to ensure that the extensive benefits and pain associated with the CalFed
Program are aquitably balanced for all concerned.

iv and N ent

it is anticipated that more agricultural water will be conserved as a result of the CALFED
program in the Sacramento Valley than any other region analyzed in the EIR/EIS. In fact,
CALFED expects that more agneuttural conservation will accur here than the Deilta, West San
Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay, Central Coast, and South Coast combined (Water Use
Efficiency Program Plan: p. 1-8). The total amount of water eslimated to be annually recovered
as a result of the CALFED program is 3,631,000 acre-feet. Of thig total, 19 percent or 889
acre-feet annually, is expected to come from the Sacramento Valley. We note that once again,
this is more than any other singlc rogion within the study area.

The EIS/EIR identifies several potentially significant adverse impacts asscclated with water
transfers. Proposed mitigation strategies to remediate these impacts are extremely vague and
speculative, and may include Environmental Water Accounts, water efficiency and racycling,
improvemants in conveyance, and storage. This is one of the most ¢ritical issues in the Bay-
Delta Program and requires far more detail ragarding how water transfers will be mitigated.
Section 15176 4 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that mitigation measures in an EIR must not
be deferred, must be fully enforceable, and may eslablish performance standards. We
recommend that the Final EIR include specifi¢, binding, implementable mitigation measures that
protect the water suppiy of iocal jurisdictions. Yeoio County supports the idea of a well-regulated
water transfer market within the area of origin, [nvolving willing sellers and buyers. Ve woulkd
vigorously oppose any attempts to pressure water rights holders to consent to user-initiated
transfers or widespread fallowing as the primary source of water for the CALFED program.

The development of new storaga facilities is imperative ta provide the water required to
implement the Bay-Delta Program. The EIS/EIR cites the patential loss of farmland associated
with the construction of new storage facillties, but acknowledges that they are far less than
those that will e required to carry out the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan. Similarly, the
costs of devaloping such facilities may be expensive, but so will the sconomic damage wrought
by CalFed on the Delta and Sacramenlo Valley. Yolo County will watch with great interest the
developmant of the Integrated Storage Investigation to study various water storage options.

7
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Northem agricuiture must not be éxpected to ehoulder the primary responsibility to provide
water for environmental restoration, San Joaquin farmland, and Southem Caiifornia
developmert. WE CANNOT POSSIBLY SUPPORT ANY CALFED PLAN THAT DOES NOT
INCLUDE A STORAGE COMPCNENT.

The Yola Bypass carries five-gixths of the volume of the Sacramento River at peak floodfiows,
including 100% of any flows greater than 55.000 ¢fs, as measured at Verona. General
estimates are that levees along the Bypass currently provide about 685-year flood protection.
The EIS/EIR notes that removing diversion structures and other obstructions to flow in the
Sacramenta River tribitaries could increase floeding downstream (CIS/EIR, p. 7.8-30). On the
other hand, CalFed alec proposes to reduce the impediment to flows caused by the raiiroad
causeway paralleling Interstate 80 and to remove leveas along the lower Sacramento Ship
Channel, which will possibly increase the flood bearing capacity of the Yole Bypass (Eccsystem
Restoration Program Plan - Voluma 2: p. 68). Any solution approved under the Bay-Delta Plan
must ensure that the flood capacity of the Yolo Bypass is not diminished from its current
volume. Moreover, propogals to improve the existing leves system and increase flood capacity
within the lowaer Cache Creek and the Yolo Bypass would receive strong suppert from Yolo
County.

in addition, the EIS/EIR states that an extension of the Tehama-Colusa Canal could provide
additionat flows to the Yolo Bypass duning the spring, summer, and fall seasons, to sustain fish
migrations, wetlands, and riparian habitat (Ecosystem Restoration Pragram Plan - Volume 2: p,
347). Water may also be conveyed to potential off-stream reservoir sites. Water temperature in
the Sacramento River could aiso be improved by redirecting the Colusa Basin drain into an
extension of the Tehame Colusa ¢anal (Ecosystem Restoration Program Flan - Volume 2: p.
153) Yolo County iz algo listed as being a poesible site for a groundwater conjunctive use
project (Revised Phase !l Report: p. 83). We urge CaiFed to include both the conjunctive use
project and the Tehama-Colusa Canal extensxon in its consideration of storage and conveyance
alternatives.

One of CalFed's underlying assumptions is that the thousands of acre-feet needed to support
its goals of improving the water supply and enhancing the environment will primarily come from
agriculture. in additicn, water transfers are expacted to cause extensive land fallowing. The
increaged cost of water (e.g., mandated effidency measures, shifts from surface water to
groundwater pumping, and new fees) may aiso result in reductions in agricuttural production.
Agricultural managsment programs to expand wildlife foraging opportunities will decrease crop
yields evan further, The radical downsizing of agricutture appears to be especially targeted in
the Delia, which receives the brunt of conversion and rastoration policy impacts. This appears
particularly convenient, given the enormous demand anticipated by CaiFec for new habitat {and
in this region. Certainly, acquisition costs will be greatly reduced if the land is no longer
agricutturally productive due to a lack of water.

Water Quality

Under the CalFed Program, the Sacramento Valley region is expected to be a net water
exporter to other areas. Transferred water usualty would be surface walar, with an increase in
local groundwater pumping to make up the difference. In some cases, direct groundwater

8
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transiers would oceur (EIS/EIR: p. 5.4-36 and -37). Groundwater quality in southern Yok
County could be adversely affected by increases in groundwater axtraction. Groundwater
containing high concenrtrations of boron may be drawn toward producing wells in the area
(EISEIR, p. £.4-29). Potential mitigation measures include: requlating or prohibiting
groundwater pumping; increased water conservation and recycling efforis; developing
groundwater basin management plans; treating water at the wel! head; diluting contaminants
with higher quality water, and drilling new wells to prevent cancentrated drawdown in one area
(EIS/EIR, p. 8.2-28). The first mitigation measure would resuit in additional farmland fallowing
and/or conversion, while many of the other measures involve significant new costs for water
users with ne proposal for reimbursement. Inlensive use of injection wells and percolation
ponds to replace depleting groundwater supplies increases salt and minerai l2aching through
the soil and create a greater potential for subsidence if not properly managed. Consequently,
we urge that new mitigation measures be developed, that emphasize limiting water transfers in
areas susceptible to overpumping to prevent adverse impacts fo groundwater from occurring.

The EIS/EIR proposes new measures to regulate agricultural discharges within the Delta to
reduce total disaolved aslids, nutrients, and total organic carbon (Water Quality Program Plan:
p. 3-11). Theintent is to reduce the amount of contaminants in drinking water transferrsd to
Southern California from the Dsita. In particular, the Municipal Vater Quality Investigation
under the Department of Wate: Resources is congidering required treatment of farm discharge,
rerouting agricultural draing, detention ponds with release during high flows, conversion to low-
tillage crops and/or paslure, and implementaticn of efficient irrigation methods (Water Quality
Program Plan: pp. 3-18 and -18). Detention ponds and new draing will require the loss of more
farmiand, while new irrigation aquipment and discharge traatment will increase production

- costs. The conversion to low-tillage crops or pasture will reduce farm income. These additional
agricuftural impacts shouid ke taken into account when calculating {he effects of CalFed on the
agricultural economy, as discussed in Section 7.2 of the EIS/EIR.

The CALFED program has as ons of its goals the reduction of organochlerine pesticides in the
Yolo Basin (Multi-Species Conservation Sirategy: Table C, p. 101). Strategies for addressing
this concemn include additional funding for the Natural Resource Conservation Servica (NRCS)
and Resource Conservation Districts (RCD) {0 promote erosion control practices. These
practicee may include. ditch tarps, surge imigation, sprinkler germination, drip irrigation, gatsd
surface pipes, vegetated filter strips, sediment basins, integrated pest management, grassed
wiateiways, and lirigation and nutrlent management (Water Quality Program Plan: pp. 6-4
through 6-7). Financial incentive programs to implement these practices would be provided to
tarmers who wished to participate. The County enjoys a cooperate relationship with both the
NRCS and the local RCD and strangly supports voluntary programs such as those described
above.

CaiFed states that historic mercury mining operations in the Coast Range are a significant
source of mercury to the Bay-Deka region. Cache Craek, Sulfur Creek, Sacramento River, and
Harley Guich are all currently listed as impaired water bodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act due to mercury contamination (Water Quality Program Plan: pp. 4-3 through 4-3).
The Bay-Deita Plan calls for the implementation of an extensive five~year program of data
collection, evaluation, plarning, remediation, and mehitoring. The program would include, but
not be limited to, fish surveys and studies, hydrological modeling and the installation of new

9
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stream gages: sediment transport analyeis; investigation of downstream impacts; chemical
conversian processes; and the effects of wetland habitats on mercury availability (Water Quality
Program Plan: pp. 4-9 through 4-17). Although the sources of mercury are jocated outside of
Yelo County, we support and wili continue te take an active role in the research currently
underway to reduce the lavels of mercury being transported through our waterways and the
continuing impacts on our economy and local widlife.

Our second tssua ralated ta marcury concemns dredging. In years past, levees were often
repaired and enhanced with materials dredged from the adjoining channel. CALFED proposed
to use altemate sources (rathcr then Delta in-chanrei sources) of levee maintenance material,
such as: uplard borrow sites, the Cache Creek settling basin, and sediment deposits from the
Yolu Bypass (Ecosystem Restoration Program Pian - Voiume 2: p. 103). Sediment deposits at
the setfling basin and bypass may contain amounts of mercury that have the potential to
methylate when axposed to conditions found in some riparian environments. Yolo County
racommends a mifigation measure to require the testing of all sails nhtained from either the
Cache Creek settling basin or the Yoio Bypass for mercury content prior to their use in levee
construction. If mercury levels within the dredged material excocd state/federal standards, then
the contaminated materials should be prohibited from use in any wetlands construction.

In general, Yolo County enjoys relatively good water quality. Boren, mercury, and turbidity
create probiems for wiidife and agricutture, and actions are being taken to address these
issues, but they do not present any human heaith hazards. This precious resource should be
conservad, not exported in voiume to dilute contamination problems occurring in other regions.
Yoio County's streams and groundwater must not be degraded to improve water quality in the
Delta for export. Instead, efforte shouid be directed at remediating pollution at its source within
each region, so that upstream and downstream users can aif enjoy the berefits of a clean walei

supply.
Vegetation and Wildiife

The County strongly disagrees with the assertion that the greatzst environmentai need in the
Yolo Basin is to restore the natural streamflow regime and to create connectivity from Cache
Creek to the Yolo Bypass (Ecogystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 334). CALFED
considers this action necessary to improve the habitat potential for anadromous fish in the
tributaries. Howaver, Cache Creek has net historcally provided regular anadromous habitat,
ending in a vast marshland of tules that prevented connection to the Yolo Bypass. Only during
extremely high flcod events waa there a direct path from

the river to the creek, and it was only during these rare ocourrences that salmon and steelhead
found their way into the tributary.

The difficultias associated with creating new anadromous fish habitat in Cache Creek is
acknowledged in the EIS/FIR, which states that Cache Creek may make minor contributions to
fall-run chinook salmon populations in some years, although significant financial resources
would be required 1o provide the necessary habitat. In addition, Cache Creek's contributions to
the steelhead ponulation may be small, due to the lack of frequent connectivity to the Yolo
Bypass (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Vaiume 2: p. 337). Moreover, the EISEIR
points aut that "Unti! such time as the source of mercury is identified and the contamination

10
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remediated, Cache Creek should not be ¢onsidered as healthy habitat for many aquatic species
{Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 338). Consequently, we strongly urge
that the Bay-Deita Program be revised to indicate that the greatest envircnmental need in the

Yolo Basin is 10 locate and control the sources of mercury in the upper watershed of Cache and
Pulah Creeks that threaten the health of our streams.

In contrast to Cache Creek, the hydrauiic connections between Putah Creek and the Yolo
Bypass ars clearly evident. This is reflected in CalFed's vision for the Putah Creek Ecological
Management Unit, which prcmotes oppartunities for enhancing chinook salimon and steelhead
trout (Ecosystem Hestoration Program Plan - Volume 2: p. 343). The efforts of the Putah
Creek Councit, Solano County, ard the City of Davis in improving the riparian corridor have
been critical in the restoration and integrity of Putah Creek. However, local organizations
fraquantty do nat have the axtensive resources required to deal with watershed issuas.
Consequently, the County encourages CalFed to actively fund and coordinate with community-
basad groups to rcestablish healthy anadromous fieh habitat in lower Putah Creek.

The EIS/EIR states that the prevalence of non-native plant species, such as tamarisk and giant
reed, is @ major factor limiting the quality and extent of riparian and rivefine aquatic habitats.
This is especially true in areas adversely affected by past gravel mimng, fiood scour, and low
streamflow (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Valume 2: p. 335). One of the primary
actions to be taken in the Yolo Basin Management Zone is the reduction of invasive non-native
plant populations that compete with the growth of native riparian vagatation alang Cache Craek
and Putah Creek (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Voiume 2: p. 351) Yolo County
endorses this approach and requests that CALFED expediticusly grant the funding requested
by the Cache Creak Conservancy to remove large populations of tamarisk and giant reed from
the Cache Creek corridor.

The EIS/EIR dascribes extensive conversion of agriculfural land to habitat in the North Delta
araa, which includes that portion of Yolo County that lies south of Interstate 80. A summary of
proposed projects within the North Delta Ecological Management Unit includes numerous
projects, many of which are spacifically targsted at the Yolo Bypass and nearby sloughs
(Ecosystem Restoration Frogram Plan - Volume 2: pp. 85 through 87). These actions ¢ould
convert nearly 25,000 acres, or approximately 20 parcent of all farmland within the North Delta
area. We are concerned that habitat rastoration efforts may be overly concentrated in the Yolo
Bypass and southem Yoto County. thereby threatening the agricuiturat heritage of Clarksburg
and surrounding communities.

The imparts of CalFed on the local agricultural economy are discussed in detail throughout the
EIS/EIR. However, there is & curious lack of infformation regarding the potential economic
benefits accruing from improving habitat quality and expanding wildlife opportunities. The
restoration programs discussed in the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan may result in an
ingrease in revenues from hunting, fishing, recreation, and teurism activitics. To accurately
assess the full impact of CalFed on local govemment budgets, it is very Important to have all of
the relevant information. As a result, the County strongly urges that the Fina! EIS/EIR inciude
the davelopment of additional economic analysis to estimate both the benefils and costs of
envircnmental restoration and preservation.

i1
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On a positive note, the Yclo Basin Foundation was recently awarded a grant to develop a Yolo
Basin Management Strategy, which will rely on extensive stakehoider input in creating a
watershed plan for the Bypass. Similarly, Solana County received funding of a grant to create a
Putah Creek Management Strategy, which will incorporate input from numerous residents,
community groups, and other involved parties. The EIS/EIR notes that supporting the
involvement of locat citizens and interested parties in existing organizations such as the Cache
Creex Congervancy and Cache Creek Stskeholdars Group would help to restore and maintain
Cache Creek. Developing & watershed management plan for the upper watershed could
facilitate the restoration and maintenance of Cache Creek (Ecosysten Restoration Program
Plan - Volume 2: p. 338). Similarly, developing a watershed management plan based on the
lower Putah Creek management recommendations prepared in 1994 by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee, would facilitate the
restoration and maintenance of Putah Creek (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume 2:
pp 340-341) Tha Baard of Supervisars ancoirages CalFad to fiund hath these efforts to
create a comprehensive framework for managing and enhancing our riparian resources, based
on iocal stakeholder concerne.

On a similar note, the Plan proposes o improve management of 1,000 acras of existing
seasonal wetland habitat in the Yolo Bypass, and to restore an additional 2,000 acres of
seasonal habitat In association with the Yolo Basin Wildlife Area. Restoration of 1,000 acres of
nontidal freshwater marsh in the Yolo Bypass is also proposed (Ecosystern Restoration
Program Plan, pp. 53-94). Although we are concerned about the loss of agricultural land
associated with such a project, the County is proud of the many outstanding accomplishments
of the Yolo Basin Foundation and strongly encourages CalFed to provide additional funding to
assist the Toundation in expanding their efforts.

Yoio County questions whether the Ecosystem Restoraticn Program Plan has gone too far I its
ambitious effort to aiter vast regions of the Califomia landscape. In referring to the Plan,
CalFed states: "In later years, the magnitude of the annual implementation program may be
consirained by the annual avaiability of funding (Develeping a Strategic Plan. p. 14)." The
Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan is founded upon the toncept of adaptive management.
which will require constant and extensive monitoring efforts, to eneure that actione taken are
having their infended consequence and to provide strategies for aftemative methods when
aclions fail. If iong-lerm projections anticipate insufficient funding in fulure years ko catiy out
the challenging plans under consideration, then a serious reevaluation is needed to guarantee
that the visions currently being contemplated have not greatly exceeded the available
resources.

Eees and Costs

Agcording to the EIS/EIR, a wide array of funding sources will be required to implement the
CALFED program, including:

1. A fee on all water diversions within the Bay-Deita watershed, to pay for the costs of the
Ecosystem Restoration Program (implementatlon Plan: p. 138);
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2. A fee on all water diversions within the Bay-Deita watershed, to pay for the costs of he
Water Quality Program {iImplementation Plan: p. 127);

3 A fee on water users and dischargers within the Bay-Delta watershed, {o pay for the
costs of the Comprehensive Monitaring, Assessment, and Research Program
{Implementation Plan: p. 140-141);

4, A fee on all water diversians within the Bay-Delta watershed, to pay for watershed
management programs (Implementation Plan, p. 146), and

5. Annual state and federal appropriations (Implementation Plan: p. 142),
6. General obligation borids {Implementation Plan: p. 142); and
7. Water and power revenue bonds (implementation Plan: p. 142).

For the purposes of the EIR/EIR analysis, diversion fees of $7 per acre-foot delivered for
agricutture and $14 per acre-toot deiiverad for municipal and industrial usens were assumed
(implementation Plan: p. 151). These funds could generate between $70 and §110 million
annually {Implementation Ptan: p. 185). it should be noted that the current price of imigation
water in Yolo County is generally between 312 and $13 ger acre-foct. The proposed diversion
fee would incragse the price of delivered water 16 lacal farmers by nearly 50 percent.

The residential water efficiency program Is considering the use of several best management
practices for urban users, including. ultra low-flow teilets, horizonta! axis clothes washers, home
water use surveys, water metering, low flow showerheads, and landscape audits. Estimated
costs to implement these programs range from ¥1,600 10 $2,800 per acre-foot. These would
likely be fundad by a combination of cost-sharing assistance from CALFED and local increases
in urban water costs (Water Use Efficiency Program Plan: pp. 5-48 through 5-51

All agricultural water users within the CalFed solution area will be required to achieve an 85
peivent level of efficiency and irigation system distribution uniformity will increase to between
80 and 90 parcent (Water Use Efficiency Program, pp. 4-2, 4.3), Statewide farm irrigation -
efficiency currently averages 73 percent (Water Use Efficienicy Program, p. 4-8). Both on-farm
and district spending are necessary to obtain the anticipated levels of improvement. Generally,
the cost to save irrecoverrable water in the Sacramento River Region i$ estimated to range
from $100 to $600 per acrefoot annually (Water Use Efficiency Program Plan: p. 4-569).

The Financing Plan expects that the total costs for implementing the CALFED program will be
$5.17 billion during Stage 1 (approximately seven years), or $738.4 million per year. The
EIS/E'R notes that this estimate does NOT indlude interest, inflation, operation and
maintenance costs, state and federal agency implementation costs, or CALFED program
management costs. No estimates are given for (hese additicnal, unspesified expenditures
(implementation Plan: pp. 154-155). These addilional costs should be included in the Final
EiR. In addition, the diversion fee is anticipated to pay for only 9 to 15 percant of the tota!
annual CALFED program costs. Over $600 miliion per year will have to be provided from ather
funding sources for implementation. The Financing Plan should include an analysis indicating
whether there is sufficient band capacity available for the state. as well as projected future state
13
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and federal budget surpluses, to ensure that there are adequate additional funding suurces to
pay for the costs of the CALFED program.

Tha CALFED program represents a tremendous public investment, the enormous costs of
which may restrict choices for the funding of other soclal pricrities at the state and federal level.
Given the range and cost of these proposals, the County does not feel that the CALFED
program is affordabie for local stakeholders. This especially applies to agriculture, which is
gxpected to pay a variely of expensive fees to fund program administration. An equitable price
struciure is critical to ensuring that the burdens are fairly shared by all.

Conglusion

The CalFed Pragram is an aextraordinarily complex project that challenges us to look beyond
our County's bordars and evaluate our role within the Bay-Delta watershed. However, we are
concerned that CalFcd focuses too often on a broad, state-wide perspective and often falls to
see how the program will affect individual communities. The success of tha Bay-Deita Program
will rely heavily on the cooperaticn of hundreds of agencies, business groups, nonprofit
organizations, and private landownars who are familiar with the unique characteristics of sach
individual watershed. We do not believe that CalFed can improve the health of the Bay-Delta
systen, by harming the gocial and economic foundations of local jurisdictions. CaiFed has
been working at a rapid pace to achieve an initial consensus among the major interest groups,
but in the process has marginalized the serious concerns expressed by those of us who will be
directly impacted by the Bay-Delta Program. More intensive efforts need to be made to provide
local decision makers with meaningful participation in implementing the progrem. After all is
said and done, daspite billions of dollars in funding and volumes of new reguiations, the CalFed
Program will never succeed without the cooperation of everyone who has a stake in the fulure
of the Bay-Delta watershed.

We wairnme the opportunity to meet with CalFed staff to develop reasonable and eflective
strategies for achieving our mutual goai of protecting and enhancing Bay-Delta rescurces. If
there are any questione about the issues discussad in this lettar, slsase call David Morrison,

Resource Manager, at (530) 686-8041. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
commerls,

Sinceraly,

Mike McGowan, Chair
Yolo County Board of Supervisers

H Secretary Bruce Babbit
Governor Gray Davis
Senator Lhanne Feinstein
Senator Barbara Boxer
Congressman Doug Ose
State Senator Maurice Johanessen
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Asgembiywoman Melen Thomson
Assamblyman Dick Dickerson
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